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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

Claims 1,9.11.16,25. and 26 have been amended and claims 27-48 have been 
added in the applicant's amendment filed April 1 1 , 2006 in response to the first office 
action dated January 12, 2006. 

The previous 35 U.S.C. 1 12, 2"" paragraph rejection is moot in view of amended 
claims 9 and 1 1 . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1-6, 12, 16-21, and 25-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Lawrence (U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 
2002/0138371). 

Referring to claim 1 . Lawrence discloses a method of verifying orders for fraud 
prevention comprising: 

• Assigning a risk factor with an incoming order (Lawrence: abstract); and 

• Based upon the risk factor that is assigned to the incoming order, verifying a set 
of information associated with the risk factor in order to detect fraud associated 
with the incoming order (Lawrence: paragraph 23). 
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Referring to claim 2. Lawrence further discloses a method wherein an incoming 
order may be associated with one of the risk factor of low risk, medium risk, or high risk 
(Lawrence: paragraph 24). 

Referring to claim 3. Lawrence further discloses a method comprising prior to 
assigning the risk factor to the incoming order, outsorting the incoming order into an 
outsort queue (Lawrence: paragraphs 24 & 30). The examiner notes that Lawrence 
discloses the risk management system receiving infomnation from transactions placed in 
a marketplace in the order in which they are received, a method of sorting into a queue. 

Referring to claims 4-6. Lawrence further discloses a method comprising 
verifying the set information to permit fraud investigation process that requires a lower, 
increased, or higher amount of resources and time, if the incoming order has been 
associated with a risk factor of low, medium, or high risk, respectively (Lawrence: 
paragraphs 12 &23). 

Referring to claim 12. Lawrence further discloses a method wherein the order is 
received in a website (Lawrence: abstract & paragraph 59). 

Referring to claims 16-21 & 25-26. Claims 16-21 & 25-26 are rejected under the 
same rationale set forth above. Lawrence discloses an apparatus and computer 
readable medium for performing the above methods (Lawrence: paragraph 17). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the Invention was made. 

Claims 7-11, 13-15, and 22-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Lawrence (U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 

2002/0138371) in view of Kawecki (U.S. Patent No. 5,963,625). 

Referring to claim 7. Lawrence further discloses a method wherein the action of 
verifying the set of information comprises: 

• Reviewing an order history for a customer (Lawrence: paragraph 15); 

• Reviewing an internet protocol address for the order, if the order is received from 
the internet (Lawrence: paragraph 39); 

• If the internet protocol address is from a vendor that will respond to the order, 
then searching for a name of the customer in a directory of the vendor 
(Lawrence: paragraph 40); 

• Lawrence discloses all of the above but does not expressly disclose performing 
an auto-number identification search. Kawecki discloses a method of verifying 
information by performing an auto-number identification search (Kawecki: 
abstract). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of applicant's invention to have modified the method of Lawrence to have 
included performing an auto-number identification search, as taught by Kawecki, 
in order to block undesirable transactions (Kawecki: abstract). 

• Accepting the order if the set of information is verified (Lawrence: paragraph 9). 
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Referring to claim 8. The combination and Lawrence and Kawecki discloses all 
of the above and further discloses a method of verifying a set of information comprising: 

• Searching for a billing or shipping name, address, auto-number identification 
number, or phone number in a search tool (Kawecki: column 2, lines 19-41 & 
column 8, lines 4-19); 

• Searching the shipping address in an address search tool that can verify 
information about addresses (Kawecki: column 8, lines 4-19); 

• Calling a phone number for a bank, if the phone number is available (Kawecki: 
column 10, lines 53-64). The examiner notes that Kawecki discloses querying a 
credit card company to verify information. 

• Accepting the order if the set of information is verified (Lawrence: paragraph 9). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's 
invention to have modified the method of Lawrence to have searched for billing or 
shipping names, addresses, and phone numbers, as taught by Kawecki, to further 
prevent fraudulent transactions (Kawecki: abstract). 

Referring to claim 9. Lawrence further discloses a method wherein the search 
tool is a customer verification service (Lawrence: abstract). 

Referring to claim 10. The combination and Lawrence and Kawecki discloses all 
of the above and further discloses a method of verifying a set of information comprising: 

• Searching the billing name and address and auto-number identification number 
in a second search tool (Kawecki: column 7. lines 17-36); 
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• Permitting an employee of the company to verify customer information witli the 
bank or the customer to confimi the order (Kawecki: column 8, lines 37-56); and 

• Accepting the order if the set of infonnation is verified (Lawrence: paragraph 9). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's 
invention to have modified the method of Lawrence to have searched for billing or 
shipping names, addresses, and phone numbers in a second search tool or contact the 
bank or customer directly, as taught by Kawecki, to further prevent fraudulent 
transactions (Kawecki: abstract). 

Referring to claim 1 1 . Lawrence further discloses a method wherein the search 
tool is a search service (Lawrence: abstract). 

Referring to claim 13. Claim 13 is rejected under the same rationale set forth 

above. 

Referring to claims 14-15. Lawrence discloses all of the above as noted under 
the 102 (b) rejection, but does not expressly disclose a method wherein the order Is an 
order for a product or a service. Kawecki discloses a method wherein the order is an 
order for a product or a service (Kawecki: abstract & column 7, lines 51-57). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention 
to have modified the method of Lawrence wherein the order is an order for a product or 
a service, as taught by Kawecki, as they common reasons for online transactions 
(Kawecki: abstract & column 7, lines 51-57). 

Referring to claims 22-24. Claims 22-24 are rejected under the same rationale 
set forth above. 
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Claims 27-48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lawrence (U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0138371) in view of 
Mandler (U.S. Patent No. 5,732,400). 

Referring to claim 27. Lawrence further discloses a method wherein assigning 
the risk factor comprises: 

• Assigning a first risk factor with the incoming order (Lawrence: abstract & 
paragraph 24); 

• Wherein verifying the set of information comprises: verifying a first set of 
information associated with the first risk factor (Lawrence: paragraph 23); and 

• Lawrence discloses all of the above as noted under the 102(b) rejection, but 
does not expressly disclose reclassifying the incoming order with a second risk 
factor if information in the first set is not verifiable. Mandler discloses a method 
of verifying incoming orders for fraud prevention wherein if information in the first 
set is not verifiable, then reclassifying the incoming order with a second risk 
factor and verifying a second set of information associated with the second risk 
factor (Mandler: abstract & column 7, lines 29-52). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention to have modified 
the method of Lawrence to have Included reclassifying the incoming order with a 
second risk factor if information in the first set is not verifiable, as taught by 
Mandler, In order to make a real time detemiination of a risk classification for a 
buyer (Mandler: abstract). 
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Referring to claim 28. The combination of Lawrence and Mandler further 
discloses a method wherein the first risk factor comprises a low risk factor and the 
second risk factor comprises a medium risk factor (Lawrence: paragraphs 23 & 24). 

Referring to claim 29. The combination of Lawrence and Mandler further 
discloses a method wherein the incoming order is placed in a first memory area when 
the first risk factor is assigned to the incoming order and wherein the incoming order is 
placed in a second memory area when the second risk factor is assigned to the 
incoming order (Mandler: figures 2,5a, &5b, and column 10, lines 27-51). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention to 
have modified the method of Lawrence to have included placing the incoming order in 
different memory areas depending on the risk factor, as taught by Mandler, in order to 
provide different rules for the credit analysis performed on each buyer (Mandler: column 
10, lines 27-51). 

Referring to claims 30-32. Claims 30-32 are rejected under the same rationale 
set forth above in the rejection of claims 27-29. The examiner notes that the 
combination of Lawrence and Mandler discloses a method of classifying incoming 
orders according to their respective risk factors and placing the orders in the according 
database (memory area). 

Referring to claims 33-48. Claims 33-48 are rejected under the same rationale 
set forth above in the rejection of claims 27-32. 
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Response to Arguments 

Regarding claim 1 , applicant argues that Lawrence does not disclose a method 
where a risk factor is assigned to an order and where verification is performed on a set 
of information associated with the risk factor assigned to the order for purposes of 
detecting fraud, as substantially recited in claim 1. The examiner notes that Lawrence 
discloses, "A computerized system gathers and stores information in a database.... and 
relates the information to risk factors pertaining to the transaction" in paragraph 23. 
Claims 2-6,12.16,17-21,25. and 26 are rejected under the same rationale. 

Regarding claim 4, applicant argues that Lawrence does not discloses a method 
wherein a fraud investigation that requires a lower amount of resource and time, if the 
incoming order has been associated with a low risk factor. The examiner notes that 
Lawrence discloses, "Actions commensurate with a risk level can be presented to assist 
with the proper risk management" in paragraph 23. 

In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, 
one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the 
rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 
208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. 
Cir. 1986). Applicant argues that Kawecki does not disclose performing verification on a 
set of information associated with a risk factor assigned to an order. The examiner 
notes that combination of Lawrence and Kawecki does disclose this feature, as noted 
in Lawrence, paragraph 23. Claims 7-11,13-15, and 22-24 are rejected under the same 
rationale. 
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Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action Is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action Is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jason B. Dunham whose telephone number is 571-272- 
8109. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 8-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jeff Smith can be reached on 571-272-6763. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/71 5,924 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 3625 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more infonnation about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

JBD 

Patent Examiner 
6/28/06 




